ttbar system at LHE level in powheg and MC@NLO

® ttbar pt and Aphi(t,tbar) distributions very different in powheg (top row) and MC@NLO (bottom row)

o 76% of MC@NLO events have ttbar ptr = 0 (zoom in to see very narrow bin at 0), and some bins have unphysical negative total (denoted by darker shading)

¢ MC@NLO LHE distributions seem incompatible with powheg. Is this because in MC@NLO the pr is adjusted later on after IFSR (in Herwig?)?
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